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From:   John.Nichols@noaa.gov
Sent:   Monday, August 02, 2010 3:33 PM
To:     Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Subject:        Re: RE: SRIPP map w/ volumes

Josh:
Having trouble opening your first attachment (Dredge Optimization Calcs). If 
you can, please FAX to (410) 295-3154.

Attachments two and three depict borrow areas that do not differ much from 
what were proposed in your response letter of June 2010.  For both shoals, you 
are borrowing along most of the long axis of the shoals, and borrowing from 
the entire crest. A portion of each shoal crest should be left intact 
(untouched) to allow for recovery of the crest to pre-existing elevations.  

The boxes depicting borrow areas should favor the southern third of the shoal 
(southwest and southeast sections), and extend down the flank of the southern 
ends. Tomorrow when I return to my office, and will FAX you a diagram from the 
MMS study on the Maryland coastal protection project, depicting location of 
borrow areas for Isle of Wight Shoal, similar to that which should be used on 
Shoals A and B. If borrow must taken to a depth deeper that 2 meters below 
existing bottom, we are willing to agree to borrow down to 3 meters, in order 
to protect the static/erosional features of each shoal.
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From:   Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Sent:   Thursday, August 05, 2010 11:48 AM
To:     'John.Nichols@noaa.gov'
Cc:     'Stanley W Gorski'; Bull, Paul C. (WFF-2280); 'Herkhof, Dirk'; 'Wikel, Geoffrey 
L'; Valdes, Sally J; Mears, George H NAO; 'Williams, Greggory G NAO'; 
Hudgins, Mark H NAO; 'Cole, Robert H NAO'; Silbert, Shari A. (WFF-
200.C)[EG&G, Inc. (WICC)]; Jeffrey_Reidenauer@URSCorp.com
Subject:        Additional EFH Information: NASA WFF SRIPP
Attachments:    NASA SRIPP EFH Follow up Paper FINAL.pdf; NASA SRIPP EFH Follow up 
Paper  ATTACHMENTS FINAL.pdf

Importance:     High

John,

Please find attached a point paper and supporting documentation regarding the EFH Consultation for 
the NASA WFF SRIPP.

As you will see when you read the document, we have taken a hard look at the issue, and this is our 
final decision.  Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional clarification.

Thanks,

Josh

------------------------------------------------  
Joshua A. Bundick  
Lead, Environmental Planning  
NASA Wallops Flight Facility  
Code 250.W  
Wallops Island, VA  23337 
Phone: (757) 824-2319  
Fax: (757) 824-1819  
Email: Joshua.A.Bundick@nasa.gov 



NASA WFF SRIPP 
Summary of Consistency with Recently Developed Dredging Recommendations 

Supporting Essential Fish Habitat Consultation 
August 2010 

 
Purpose: 
 
The purpose of this document is to clearly demonstrate the consistency of the Wallops Shoreline 
Restoration and Infrastructure Protection Program (SRIPP) with the number of recently 
published dredging considerations. Recent discussions with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) regarding Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) are also summarized, and conclusions 
are drawn regarding the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA) final plan for 
dredging sand from SRIPP Shoal A0F

1 for the initial project fill. 
 
The two most recent publications, which will be the primary focus of this document, are Analysis 
of Potential Biological and Physical Impacts of Dredging on Offshore Ridge and Shoal Features, 
prepared in 2009 by CSA International, Inc. in cooperation with Applied Coastal Research and 
Engineering, Inc. Barry A. Vittor and Associates, Inc., C.F. Bean, L.L.C., and the Florida 
Institute of Technology (CSA et al., 2009), and the 2010 Investigation of Dredging Guidelines to 
Maintain and Protect the Integrity of Offshore Ridge and Shoal Regimes prepared by 
Mohammad Dibajnia and Robert Nairn of Baird and Associates (Dibajnia and Nairn, 2010).  
Both reports were prepared under contract with the U.S. Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, 
Regulation, and Enforcement (BOEMRE). Presented below are the individual recommendations 
from the two reports and a response demonstrating how the SRIPP is consistent with each. 
 
From CSA et al., 2009: 
 

1. Recommendation: Extract sand from a depocenter, or leading or downdrift margin of a 
shoal, to avoid interrupting natural shoal migration and potentially reduce the time 
required for site refilling. 

 
Response: According to the Geographic Information System (GIS)-based analysis 
performed by URS, NASA’s contractor, the depocenters on SRIPP Shoal A are 
along the southern half of the east flank.  Consistent with the above 
recommendation, a large portion of the area targeted for initial fill will be along the 
east flank. 

 
2. Recommendation: Avoid dredging in erosional areas that source downdrift depocenters, 

which also may be slow to refill after dredging. 
 

                                                           
1 Note that there are two different “Shoal As” discussed in this document.  As such, the shoal under 
consideration for the SRIPP is identified as “SRIPP Shoal A” and the shoal considered for the Atlantic 
Coast of Maryland (ACM) project is referred to as “ACM Shoal A.” 
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Response: According to the GIS-based analysis, the target area for initial fill will 
almost completely avoid areas identified as erosional. 

 
3. Recommendation: Shallow dredging over large areas rather than excavating small but 

deep pits. 
 

Response: The dredging proposed would be shallow with a targeted cut of 
approximately 2 meters.  However, due to the inherent inaccuracies in open ocean 
hopper dredging (the tolerance is estimated to be about 0.6 meters), it is likely that 
actual dredged depths could be closer to 3 meters in some areas. 

 
4. Recommendation: Dredge in a striped pattern to leave sediment sources adjacent to and 

interspersed throughout target areas, leading to a more uniformly distributed infilling 
process. 

 
Response: At the current time NASA has no plans to implement stripe dredging as 
its effects on efficiency as well as environmental resource areas has yet to be proven. 
It is also expected that implementing such a methodology would add significant cost, 
thereby prohibiting the project from being constructed as designed. 

 
5. Recommendation: Excavation should occur on shoal crests and higher areas of the 

leading edge rather than lower areas on the shoals because of greater sediment mobility, 
which potentially results in more rapid sediment reworking and site infilling. 

 
Response: At least one quarter of the proposed dredge area on SRIPP Shoal A is on 
the shoal crest and areas of higher elevation along the leading edge.  At least one 
third of the proposed area on Shoal B is on the shoal crest and areas of higher 
elevation. 

 
From Dibajnia and Nairn, 2010: 
 

1. Recommendation: Only those shoals located in less than 30 m depth have the potential to 
re-grow after dredging, and therefore, shoals with a Base Depth of greater than 30 m 
should not be dredged if it is determined to be important to maintain the pre-dredge 
shoal height from an ecological perspective. 

 
Response: Both shoals under consideration have base depths less than 30 meters.  
The measured base depths are 22 meters (SRIPP Shoal A) and 25 meters (Shoal B). 
 

2. Recommendation: Shoals with Relative Shoal Height (defined as H/BD) of less than 0.5 
are not likely to recover after dredging. Therefore, shoals with Relative Shoal Height of 
less than 0.5 should not be dredged if shoal recovery to its pre-dredge height is desired 
from an ecological perspective. 
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Response: Using the shoal cross-sections presented in our June 2010 EFH 
Conservation Recommendation response letter, both SRIPP Shoals A and B have 
Relative Shoal Heights (RSHs) of approximately 0.68.  Lowering either shoal by 2 
meters yields RSHs of 0.59 and 0.60, respectively. Removal of an additional meter 
(totaling 3 m) would still yield values above the 0.5 RSH threshold identified in the 
referenced report. 

 
3. Recommendation: The maximum Relative Shoal Height, (H/BD)m, varies from 0.5 at 10 

m depth to 0.75 at 20 m depth. A shoal that has reached the maximum relative shoal 
height corresponding to its Base Depth may be considered as a fully grown shoal at that 
depth. A fully grown shoal (in height) can potentially re-grow and rebuild itself to the 
same height upon being dredged. Therefore, if shoal recovery to its pre-dredge height is 
desired, shoals that have reached their maximum relative shoal height are recommended 
for dredging. For the present study area, maximum Relative Shoal Height at a certain 
Base Depth (BD) may be estimated as: (H/BD)m = (BD-5)/BD. 
 
Response: Using the formula provided to estimate maximum shoal growth potential, 
SRIPP Shoal A has a value of 0.77 with Shoal B at 0.80. Based on this metric, 
neither shoal has yet reached its maximum at approximately 0.68. However, cross-
sectional evaluation of nearby shoals indicates that Blackfish Bank, by this 
definition, is a fully grown shoal at approximately 0.74. Although Blackfish might 
meet this definition of a recommended shoal for dredging, it clearly has other 
properties that outweigh this consideration, including commercial and recreational 
fishing value and sheltering Assateague Island from incoming wave energy.  Clearly, 
this demonstrates the need to look at the larger picture and consider the importance 
of numerous factors and the trade-offs associated with each.   

 
4. Recommendation: Sand should not be removed from the entire length of the shoal. 

Longitudinal dredging (i.e. dredging all along the longer axis) is not preferred because it 
affects wave focusing processes and the shoal does recover to the same pre-dredge 
height. 
 
Response: As presented in the maps sent to NMFS on August 2, 2010 (attached), the 
areas targeted for dredging on either shoal do not run the entire lengths of the 
shoals.  Additionally, the areas are sized lengthwise to maximize dredging efficiency, 
a cost-saving benefit to the project. 

 
5. Recommendation: Dredging from shoal flanks below the -10m contour over the SW half 

of the shoal is expected to have little effect on shoal integrity and little change is 
anticipated to happen to the dredged area. This dredging option is thus recommended if 
it can provide sand suitable for nourishment. 

 
Response: Approximately 75 percent of the area targeted on SRIPP Shoal A for 
dredging is below the -10 m contour.  Approximately 95 percent of the area on Shoal 
B is below this contour. 
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NMFS Recommendations: 
 
A recent discussion on July 26, 2010 with NMFS indicated the agency’s top priorities for 
mitigating the effects of dredging on long-term maintenance of shoal morphometry, particularly 
with regard to shoal height.  These priorities include: 
 

1) Targeting the accretional leading edge of shoal; 
2) Avoiding longitudinal dredging; 
3) Maintaining shoal crest; 
4) Not dredging to excessive depth; and 
5) Not removing excessive volumes from a given shoal 

 
With respect to the above five recommendations, the SRIPP’s consistency with them has been 
described under the responses to the BOEMRE report recommendations with the exception of 
numbers 3 and 5. Regarding NMFS recommendation 3, although the shoal crest would be 
dredged, it still would be maintained in that it would not be completely eliminated.  The dredge 
would employ the “contour method,” which would essentially leave the crest in place at a 
slightly lower (approximately 2-3 meters) elevation. Avoiding the shoal crest altogether would 
seem to conflict with CSA 2009, which suggests that dredging from higher elevations, including 
crests, could have less of a long term impact due to greater sediment mobility, which could 
potentially result in more rapid sediment reworking and site infilling. Given the geographic 
location of the SRIPP Shoal A crest (on the southwest half of the shoal immediately adjacent to 
the leading edge), leaving a substantial portion of the crest untouched (as could be done for other 
shoals) would not only be operationally inefficient, but it would also require dredging material 
from either the trailing edge of the shoal or increasing the cut depth.  Additionally, it would 
result in the dredge removing nearly all of the fill material from areas on the shoal which have 
limited sediment analysis and could likely have finer sediment. 
 
Regarding NMFS recommendation 5, the initial fill cycle would remove approximately 5 percent 
of SRIPP Shoal A’s total volume, which the project team considers to be very conservative. As 
discussed on the July 26, 2010 phone call, NASA cannot commit to restricting itself to 
volumetric thresholds at this time in the SRIPP. Consideration of removing additional material 
from the shoal for renourishment would only take place after appropriate pre- and post-dredge 
bathymetric survey work has been completed and NASA has performed additional consultation 
with NMFS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and BOEMRE. 
 
Additional e-mail correspondence with NMFS indicates that dredging should be performed in a 
manner similar to what has been developed for the Atlantic Coast of Maryland Project and more 
specifically, Isle of Wight (IOW) Shoal.  A fax sent by NMFS on August 3, 2008 (attached), 
indicates that Scenario 3 of the Baird Report is preferable.  Further NASA review of the 
abovementioned reports and the NMFS recommendations in the context of the Wallops project 
suggests that the two shoal areas (SRIPP Shoal A and IOW) are different and that implementing 
this same dredging scenario may not be appropriate. An explanation and scientific justification 
(per (50 CFR 600.920(k))) is provided below. 
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Scientific Justification: 
 
The eastern half of the entire longitudinal axis on SRIPP Shoal A is accretional over the time 
period 1933/4 to 1978/82 (Figure 1).The same trend is clearly seen in the shoal immediately west 
of SRIPP Shoal A. On IOW, the northeastern half of the shoal is erosional (Figure 2). The 
footprint and magnitude of long-term accretion on the southern terminus of SRIPP Shoal A and 
IOW are also different (Figures 1-2). The accretional footprint on IOW is larger and wraps 
further west/southwest. Between 1929 and 2002, IOW accreted a maximum of 3.5 m. SRIPP 
Shoal A accreted upwards of 4-6 m along its leading edge over a fifty year period.1F

2 The 
morphologic behavior of the leading edge shoal is an important factor in shoal crest height 
recovery. Over the inter-centennial timescale, IOW appears to better fit the wave-dominated 
shoal evolution paradigm of Hayes and Nairn (2004) on which most of the above 
recommendations are premised. It should also be noted that the principal patterns of morphologic 
change vary over shorter time scales (i.e., inter-centennial (Figure 2) vs. decadal (Figure 3)), as 
well as between adjacent shoals.  A comparison of bathymetric change maps for ACM Shoal A, 
Weaver, and IOW shoals illustrates notable variability in physical behavior of the same time 
frame (Figures 3-5).  
 
The orientation (relative to true north) of ACM Shoal A, Weaver, and IOW shoals varies 
between 30-40 degrees (Dibajnia and Nairn, 2010); whereas the orientation (relative to true 
north) of SRIPP Shoals A and B is approximately 50 degrees (Dibajnia and Nairn, 2010), 
suggesting again the former are more sensitive to waves, whereas the later waves and currents. 
Correspondingly, SRIPP Shoals A and Shoal B are comparatively elongated. ACM Shoal A, 
Weaver, and IOW have relatively wide and gently sloped trailing edges that are actively being 
eroded across their entire width. There are other notable differences in shoal properties, such as 
asymmetry, which in part dictates wave transformation and refraction across shoal bodies. 
Because of these different geometries despite similar water depths, incident waves and currents 
will interact differently with the shoals and contribute to differences in sediment transport. The 
differences in morphologic evolution may also relate to the fact that IOW is the most seaward 
and a comparatively isolated large, shallow shoal. SRIPP Shoal A is located in a complex of 
shoals that are physically linked. In the case of SRIPP Shoal A, and in contrast to IOW, the more 
seaward shoals may modify the approach of waves, which ultimately influences shoal 
morphodynamics.  
 
Conclusion: 
 
NASA is confident that the dredging plan for the initial fill cycle of the Wallops SRIPP is 
consistent with nearly all recommendations presented in the latest BOEMRE-funded studies and 
in discussions with NMFS.  However, NASA and its Cooperating Agencies (BOEMRE and 
USACE) share a different opinion than NMFS regarding the applicability of the ACM project to 
the SRIPP and the literal interpretation of the guidelines within the recently published studies.  
The primary concern is that rigidly applying guidelines developed for other shoals might not be 
the most appropriate means of ensuring the long-term maintenance of shoal geometry following 
                                                           
2 Note that the SRIPP Shoal A isopach has not been corrected for sea level rise (~20 cm). 
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a dredging project. Moreover, given the relatively new state of the science behind the recently 
developed recommendations, NASA feels that the guidelines should not be interpreted literally at 
this point, but rather should be given consideration as guidance for planning a project. Regarding 
any disagreement with NMFS about how the shoals would be dredged under the SRIPP, NASA 
feels that it has provided sufficient scientific justification for its position in both its June 25, 2010 
EFH response letter and in this document as required by 50 CFR 600.920(k). 
 
In conclusion, targeting Area A-1 shown on Figure 6 employing the methodology described in 
this document is NASA’s final decision regarding how SRIPP Shoal A would be dredged for the 
initial fill cycle.  Specifics regarding the use of either SRIPP Shoal A or B for renourishment 
would be considered in supplemental EFH consultation during the planning for that phase of the 
project. 
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Figure 1: Bathymetric isopach for Shoal A (1933/34 to 1978/82). Maximum accretion within shoal footprint 
(black) and dredge area (red) is 6 m. Maximum erosion within shoal footprint (black) and dredge area (red) 

is 3 m. 
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Figure 2: Bathymetric isopach for Isle of Wight Shoal (1929 to 2002) (Dibajnia and Nairn, 2010) 
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Figure 3: Bathymetric isopach for Isle of Wight Shoal (1975 to 2002) (Dibajnia and Nairn, 2010) 
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Figure 4: Bathymetric isopach for Weaver Shoal (1975 to 2002) (Dibajnia and Nairn, 2010) 
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Figure 5: Bathymetric isopach for Fenwick, Isle of Wight, and ACM Shoal A (1975 to 2002) (CSA et al., 2009) 
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Figure 6: SRIPP Shoal A Dredge Areas 
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From:   John.Nichols@noaa.gov
Sent:   Thursday, August 05, 2010 5:32 PM
To:     Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Subject:        Re: Additional EFH Information: NASA WFF SRIPP
Attachments:    ATT00001..txt; ATT00002..htm

Josh:
I have reviewed the borrow delineation figures for Shoals A & B, sent earlier 
this week, and the consistency report received today.

NMFS continues to have major concerns regarding long term impacts NASA will 
have on these Shoals A & B.  

Cut estimates of available material within the delineated sections of both 
shoals  appear to have much greater amounts of material than what you need to 
complete the various phases of this project.  For example, you estimate that 
Section A1 has 3.9 MCY for a 1.5 M cut.  You stated that Phase I of this 
project required 3.2 MCY. This leads us to believe that the borrow sections 
extend for a longer length along the long axis of the shoals than necessary, 
and/or that you will be cutting to depths deeper than necessary.  The borrow 
sections should not be treated as NMFS-approved areas for repeated returns 
over the 50-year life of the project. Once material is removed from a section 
of shoal during Phase I, or subsequent renourishment, effects should be 
tracked, and it should be given time to recover to pre-existing conditions.

Lowering the upper crest of each shoal by 2-3 meters does not conserve the 
morphometry of the shoal, if the shoal does not recover its pre-existing 
height.  Borrow should be taken in a manner that facilitates recovery of pre-
existing shoal height.  A portion of the southern crest of Shoal B should also 
be maintained, to facilitate shoal height recovery.

Your consistency statement is also very inconsistent with conservation 
measures recommended in the two MMS studies cited.

NMFS intends to provide a written response to the revised borrow plans next 
week, addressing these are other issues.  The letter will be signed by either 
Stan Gorski, or our Regional Office.  This may be your final action, but we 
want to be on the record regarding our concerns, and the inconsistency issues.
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From:   Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Sent:   Monday, August 09, 2010 1:04 PM
To:     'John.Nichols@noaa.gov'
Cc:     'Wikel, Geoffrey L'; 'Herkhof, Dirk'; Cole, Robert H NAO; 'Mears, George H 
NAO'; Williams, Greggory G NAO; Hudgins, Mark H NAO; Bull, Paul C. (WFF-
2280); Silbert, Shari A. (WFF-200.C)[EG&G, Inc. (WICC)]; 
'Jeffrey_Reidenauer@URSCorp.com'; 'Stanley W Gorski'
Subject:        RE: Additional EFH Information: NASA WFF SRIPP

John, 

It is unfortunate that NMFS and the three action agencies involved in the 
SRIPP cannot reach resolution regarding the dredging methodology.  Among the 
members on our team, we feel that what we have proposed not only works to 
minimize effects on EFH consistent with the two latest publications, but at 
the end of the day we still have a project that is buildable as designed.  I 
recall that our decision to leave Blackfish Bank alone (due in part to 
fisheries concerns) added substantial cost to the project, so any optimization 
that we could incorporate into the dredging plan at Shoals A & B (such as the 
2-mile-long cut longitudinal cut lengths), we did. However, that major 
decision to head further offshore never seemed to receive any consideration 
from NMFS, especially regarding how the increased fuel costs would drive our 
need for maximum efficiency.

Regarding your concerns about cut length--the calculation spreadsheet that I 
provided to you explains why we are targeting a 2-mile long section of the 
shoal--it's about efficiency--and it also happens to be mostly within the 
areas found to be accreting on the shoal, and not along the entire length of 
either shoal, consistent with your recommendations.  Regarding depth--we will 
be working in the open ocean and the bathymetric data that we have been using 
thus far during the EFH consultation is more than 25 years old.  That being 
said, for us to say right now that we can absolutely maintain a 1.5 or 2 meter 
cut and get what we need, we would be knowingly tying our hands.  If, in the 
field, we were to encounter unforeseen conditions and need to cut deeper that 
presented in the EIS, would we then be inconsistent with our NEPA analysis? I 
would say yes. What do we do then? Tell the contractor to stand down until 
additional analysis and consultation is performed...? We don't want to be 
faced with that issue.

Furthermore, I do not want to paint an unreasonable picture in the EIS.  At 
the end of the project, if all goes well, as you mention below, the cut depth 
may only be 1.5 meters, but for us to say so right now is impractical.  So as 
we're presenting in the EIS, the cut depth will be targeted at 2 meters, but 
due to some expected inaccuracy, cuts in some areas could approach 3 
m...again, so that what's presented in the document (as an upper bound of 
environmental effects) and what actually happens aren't inconsistent.  There 
needs to be a margin of error considered, and we have done just that.

Regarding shoal monitoring, we plan to conduct pre- and post-dredge surveys to 
monitor shoal recovery.  Only after assessment of the survey data and 
subsequent consultation among NASA, MMS, USACE, and NMFS would we consider 
detailed options for dredging on the shoals.  The shoal recovery that you 
mention below may take some time, so that will obviously be a factor to again 
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consider when we get to that point.

Finally, I am surprised that you found the latest submittal to be inconsistent 
with the two papers.  We enlisted more than 5 contributors and reviewers, 
several of whom had substantial involvement with the two BOEMRE-funded 
reports, and we were all in agreement regarding the document's contents. We 
felt that we made it very clear regarding our consistency with the two new 
papers, and any differences were supported with scientific analysis.  I 
apologize for some of this being repetitive, but I feel that over the past 
couple of years, we have taken a hard look at the issues using the best 
available data consistent with NEPA and M-SA and are making an informed 
decision regarding economics, engineering, and environment--and by judging by 
the responses we have received from NMFS thus far (including below), you would 
think we had not--so I just wanted to make it clear that we have.

Thank you again for your continued coordination regarding the project, and we 
look forward to receiving your letter in the near future.

Sincerely,

Josh

------------------------------------------------ 
Joshua A. Bundick 
Lead, Environmental Planning 
NASA Wallops Flight Facility 
Code 250.W 
Wallops Island, VA  23337 
Phone: (757) 824-2319 
Fax: (757) 824-1819 
Email: Joshua.A.Bundick@nasa.gov 
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From:   Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Sent:   Tuesday, October 05, 2010 1:21 PM
To:     'John.Nichols@noaa.gov'
Cc:     'Stanley W Gorski'
Subject:        FW: EFH telecon minutes
Attachments:    20100726 EFH Telecon Minutes.docx; 20100407 EFH Telecon Minutes.docx; 
Re: Additional EFH Information: NASA WFF SRIPP

John, just wanted to follow up with you regarding the below. Also, when was NMFS planning on 
providing the formal written response that you mentioned in your 8/5/2010 email (attached)?

Just wondering as we are planning on issuing the Final PEIS in the month of October.

Thanks,

------------------------------------------------  
Joshua A. Bundick  
Lead, Environmental Planning  
NASA Wallops Flight Facility  
Code 250.W  
Wallops Island, VA  23337 
Phone: (757) 824-2319  
Fax: (757) 824-1819  
Email: Joshua.A.Bundick@nasa.gov 

From: Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)  
Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2010 7:51 AM 
To: John.Nichols@noaa.gov 
Cc: Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500) 
Subject: EFH telecon minutes

Hi John,

We are in the process of completing the administrative records for the Shoreline EIS before releasing 
the Final.  Attached please find drafts of minutes from the two different teleconferences that we held 
among NMFS, NASA, BOEMRE, and USACE.

Please let me know if you have any comments regarding the contents of the minutes or if your notes 
show that anything was left out.  Any edits are requested by next Tuesday, 10/5. 

Hope all is well.

Thanks,

Josh
-----------------------------------------------  
Joshua A. Bundick  
Lead, Environmental Planning  
NASA Wallops Flight Facility  
Code 250.W  
Wallops Island, VA  23337 
Phone: (757) 824-2319  
Fax: (757) 824-1819  
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From:   John Nichols [John.Nichols@noaa.gov]
Sent:   Wednesday, October 13, 2010 6:47 PM
To:     Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Subject:        Re: EFH telecon minutes

Josh: 
I was sick with a flu-like bug during most of the latter half of September.  I have not had a chance to 
put together my referred to response from our Regional Office.   
 
Essentially, unresolved issues that remain between us pertain to impacts to the crests of Shoals A and 
B.  In both cases, too little of the existing upper elevations of the shoal crests will be untouched by 
borrow. This may not allow the shoals to recover their pre-existing elevations.  More of the west and 
north portions of the crests should remain untouched.  Estimated sand volumes from each shoal 
indicate that all of the upper crests need not be disturbed to obtain the necessary borrow for Phase I; 
or, that borrow can extend to a shoaler depth (i.e., 1.5 meters), to obtain the desired 3.2 MCY.  If 
NASA is willing to negotiate further of this issue, we can reach agreement. 
 



file:///E|/...%202010%20Pre%20Final/JAB/Appendices%20marked%20up/Sent%20to%20URS/20101014%20NASA%20EFH%20email.txt[10/18/2010 8:48:12 AM]

From:   Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Sent:   Thursday, October 14, 2010 8:37 AM
To:     'John Nichols'
Subject:        RE: EFH telecon minutes

John, after talking to the project team, it appears that the plan, as proposed, will remain.  However, 
please note that as you mention, we don’t need a 3m cut over the entire area to get the requisite fill 
volume, so in all actuality, the cut will likely be shallower, but we are hesitant to completely restrict the 
contractor to such a shallow depth as in some areas the cut could be deeper and we didn’t want to 
mislead anybody by portraying an absolute limiting depth in the EIS that we felt could not be 
guaranteed. 

As such, are you going to provide a response upon receipt of the Final EIS?  That way you would have a 
chance to review how the information is presented…

Also, do you have any input regarding the two sets of telecon minutes that I attached to the below 
email?

Thanks

Josh
------------------------------------------------  
Joshua A. Bundick  
Lead, Environmental Planning  
NASA Wallops Flight Facility  
Code 250.W  
Wallops Island, VA  23337 
Phone: (757) 824-2319  
Fax: (757) 824-1819  
Email: Joshua.A.Bundick@nasa.gov 



file:///E|/...%202010%20Pre%20Final/JAB/Appendices%20marked%20up/Sent%20to%20URS/20101014%20NMFS%20EFH%20email.txt[10/18/2010 8:48:12 AM]

From:   John Nichols [John.Nichols@noaa.gov]
Sent:   Thursday, October 14, 2010 12:38 PM
To:     Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Subject:        Re: EFH telecon minutes

It may be that NMFS and NASA will have to agree to disagree on the remaining outstanding issues.  My 
Regional Office has left it up to me whether a response will be forthcoming.  I will try to provide a 
response to the Final EIS. 
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